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PER CURI AM

Charles |I. Qgbaegbe appeal s the nagi strate judge’ s order
granting the Defendant’s notion for summary judgnent.” W review
de novo a district court’s order granting summary judgnment and vi ew
the facts in the light nost favorable to the nonnoving party.

Price v. Thonpson, 380 F.3d 209, 212 (4th Cr. 2004). Sunmmary

judgnent is appropriate when no genuine issue of material fact
exi sts and the noving party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of

law. See Fed. R CGv. P. 56(c); United States Dep’'t of Labor v.

N.C. Gowers Ass’'n, 377 F.3d 345, 350 (4th Cr. 2004). Summary

judgnment will be granted unless a reasonable jury could return a
verdict for the nonnoving party on the evidence presented.

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 251-52 (1986).

To the extent Ogbaegbe all eges educati onal nal practice,
that is not a cognizable cause of action in Virginia. See

Sellers v. School Bd. of the Gty of Mnassas, 960 F. Supp. 1006,

1012 (E.D. Va. 1997), aff'd, 141 F.3d 524 (4th Cr. 1998).
Furthernore, no genuine issue of material fact exists to inhibit
summary judgnent on the breach of contract allegation. Finally,
Qgbaegbe’ s statutory clains are barred by the applicabl e statute of
limtations, as neither he nor his agent, attorney or

representative “commenced such action or . . . filed by registered

“This case was deci ded by the magi strate judge upon consent of
the parties under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 636(c)(1) (2000).
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mail a witten statement of the nature of the claim wth the
pot enti al defendant or defendants within 180 days of the occurrence
of the alleged violation.” Va. Code Ann. 8§ 51.6-45(B) (Mchie
2000) .

Accordingly, we affirmthe order of the magi strate judge.

AFFI RVED



